the names in Chimonobambusa.
As three species had been included within the original, invalid publication of the genus Qiongzhuea (Hsueh & Yi, 1980) , it was not considered to constitute a monotypic genus. However, after the inclusion of Note 1 in Article 42 of the Sydney Code (Voss & al., 1983) , the publication of a single, fourth, new species, Qiongzhuea rigidula Hsueh & T. P. Yi earlier in 1983 (Hsueh & Yi, 1983a) had satisfied the revised criteria for a descriptio generico-specifico, as it can be considered to have constituted the only validly published species. Consequently Qiongzhuea was validly published then (Hsueh & Yi, 1983a) , and all later names in Qiongzhuea were perfectly valid when first published. Only the initial three species were not validly published. Li & Hsueh (1988) , when adding a seventh new species in Qiongzhuea, had listed all species published previously, citing the earlier places of publication in full. As Qiongzhuea had meanwhile been validated, these citations validated two of the three original species, Q. communis and Q. opienensis, with authorship Hsueh & T. P. Yi ex D. Z. Li & Hsueh, and possibly also Q. puberula and Q. luzhiensis if they were not valid when first published, which is dependent upon the precise timing of their original publication (Hsueh & Yi, 1983b) relative to that of the valid publication of Qiongzhuea (Hsueh & Yi, 1983a) . Thus, after Li & Hsueh (1988) , only Q. tumidinoda remained not validly published, as it still had two types. Therefore all but one of the 14 names supposedly still requiring validation in 1996 (Hsueh & al., 1996) were already validly published. Only one species was published validly for the first time in Chimonobambusa (as C. tumidissinoda), and apparently only that name still required the new combination Q.
Qiongzhuea and its species have received considerable attention concerning the validity of publication of names in different publications. However, it has apparently not been appreciated that both Qiongzhuea and a further bamboo genus, Dendrocalamopsis, were validly published by descriptio generico-specifico. Consequently they were validly published at an earlier date, with different types, than has been generally understood. The correct place of publication, authorship and typification is given and discussed for both genera, and a new section name, Chimonobambusa sect. Neoqiongzhuea, is published for those species of that genus with greatly swollen nodes.
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The correct type of Qiongzhuea is now Q. rigidula, and not Q. tumidissinoda, and the implications of this need to be assessed. 'Qiong zhu' is the local name for Q. tumidissinoda, a distinctive bamboo species with greatly swollen nodes, used for ornamental walking sticks. There seem to be only two species exhibiting substantial nodal swelling, Q. tumidissinoda and Q. intermedia. Qiongzhuea rigidula, in contrast, has only minimal swelling of the culm nodes, and slightly quadrangular internodes. Like many of the species described in Qiongzhuea it is very similar to the species of section Oreocalamus of Chimonobambusa. It has even been transferred as Oreocalamus rigidulus at a time when Oreocalamus was recognized at generic level.
Although Qiongzhuea has sometimes been maintained as a separate genus (Hsueh & Zhang, 1988; Keng & Wang, 1996) , it is not generally recognized any longer. Molecular evidence has not supported it as a monophyletic group (Ní Chonghaile, 2002) , and the characters used to describe it are inconsistent and minor. Absence of thorns does not distinguish it from the type of Chimonobambusa, and highly exaggerated swelling of the nodes is really confined to just one species. Therefore, conservation of the name with a conserved type would not appear to be justified. Chimonobambusa is currently divided into three sections (Wen, 1994; Ohrnberger, 1999) , Chimonobambusa, Oreocalamus and Qiongzhuea. It would appear that with Q. rigidula as type of Qiongzhuea, C. sections Oreocalamus and Qiongzhuea are taxonomically synonymous. As sectional epithets, Oreocalamus and Qiongzhuea were published simultaneously, but at generic level Oreocalamus takes priority over Qiongzhuea, and could possibly be recognized in the future. Therefore it seems most appropriate to recognize C. sect. Oreocalamus and to synonymize C. sect. Qiongzhuea, in order to avoid conflicting applications of the names at different ranks. If the new epithet Neoqiongzhuea is then provided for the small section of Chimonobambusa containing the only two species with substantially swollen nodes, this seems to cater adequately for any reasonable and likely taxonomic eventualities. (Chia & Fung, 1980) and has been recognized at generic level in several Chinese publications (Zhu & al., 1994; Keng & Wang, 1996) , Keng (1983) having elevated it to generic rank as Dendrocalamopsis (L. C. Chia & H. L. Fung) Keng f. One species, Dendrocalamopsis grandis Q. H. Dai & X. L. Tao, was described (Dai, 1982 (Dai, 1980 As several species had been included in B. subg. Dendrocalamopsis, it was not obvious that the genus Dendrocalamopsis could be treated as monotypic. After the inclusion of Note 1 in Article 42 of the Sydney Code (Voss & al., 1983) 
